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Overview – ’112 Patent Overview – ’112 Patent 

2DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Ex. 1001 (“’112 patent”) at Cover. ’112 patent at Cover, 8:62-12:48. 

Petitioner challenges all claims (1-23)based on obviousness. 

CONTENT REQUEST ROUTING 
AND LOAD BALANCING FOR 
CONTENT DISTRIBUTION 
NETWORKS

“A” grounds based on Glines 

“B” grounds based on Glines + Gupta
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Disputed IssuesDisputed Issues

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE POR 23-55; PO Sur-Reply 1-26.

PO raises several disputes across Petitioner’s grounds:

Claims 1-23 are unpatentable

Does Glines satisfy “causing … to be 
resolved” (claim 1)?

Would a POSITA have combined Glines + 
Gupta (all claims)?

Does Glines render obvious claim 23’s requests for content?
Does Glines and/or Colby satisfy “switch” (claims 11, 13, 18, 19, 21, 22)?

3

Yes
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Glines satisfies:

“causing said hostname to be resolved … by an 
Internet Service Provider (ISP) DNS server”

Claim 1

4Page 4 of 39



5DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 19-23; EX-1008 (“Mowry”) ¶¶ 141-163; Pet. Reply, 2-11; EX-1047 (“Mowry Supp.”) ¶¶ 5-23; ’112 patent at 7:2-9, Fig. 5.

Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”

(c1) “causing” resolution to anycast 
address by DNS server 70a querying 

ABCD DNS server 64

(c2) “resolving” by the CND DNS server 
to IP address

’112 patent at Fig. 5.
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6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 19-23; Mowry ¶¶ 141-163; Pet. Reply, 2-11; Mowry Supp. ¶¶ 5-23; ’112 patent at 7:2-9, Fig. 5.

Glines

Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”

’112 patent at Fig. 5 (annotated).
(c1) “causing” resolution by DNS server 

70a querying ABCD DNS server 64

Glines at Fig. 1 (excerpted, annotated).

’112 patent

(c1) “causing” resolution by local 
resolver 18 querying root DNS server 38
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7

Patent Ownerthe (ISP) DNS server must “perform[] the resolution” or “resolve[] ‘said hostname’” itself (POR, 25-26).
Pet. 19-23; Pet. Reply 2-11; POR 24-27; PO Sur-Reply 1-10.

Patent Owner advances an incorrect construction to avoid Glines:

Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

’112 patent at claim 1.

POR 24-27.
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8DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 19-23; Mowry ¶¶ 141-163; Pet. Reply, 2-11; Mowry Supp. ¶¶ 5-23; ’112 patent at 5:18-31, 7:2-9, Fig. 3, 5.

The specification discloses (c1)’s anycast resolution by query, like Glines: 
Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”

’112 patent at Fig. 5.

’112 Patent

’112 patent at 7:2-9 (citing Fig. 5).

’112 patent at 5:18-31 (citing Fig. 3).
(c1) “causing” resolution by DNS server 70a 

querying ABCD DNS server 64
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9DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 19-23; Mowry ¶¶ 141-163; Pet. Reply, 2-11; Mowry Supp. ¶¶ 5-23; ’112 patent at 3:13-4:17, Figs. 1, 2. 

Admitted prior art discloses query-based DNS resolution by ISP DNS servers:
Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”

’112 patent at 3:55-4:17 (citing Fig. 2).

’112 patent at 3:13-54 (citing Fig. 1).

’112 patent at Figs. 1, 2.

’112 Patent

“causing” resolution by 
DNS server querying 

ABCD DNS server
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10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEMowry ¶¶ 36-38; Pet. 19-23; Mowry ¶¶ 141-163; Pet. Reply at 2-11; Mowry Suppl. ¶¶ 7-19; EX-1011 at 124-134; EX-1012, 622-630; EX-1013, 11:6-26, Fig. 2; EX-1014, 128-129; EX-1016, 3:49-4:15.

A POSITA would have understood that “causing” resolution encompasses well-known DNS by query techniques:
Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”

EX-1011 (“Kurose”) at Fig. 2.19 (illustrating recursive queries).

Dr. Mowry: Local DNS server 
querying other DNS 

servers to resolve 
content

Mowry ¶ 36.
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11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 19-23; Mowry ¶¶ 36-40; Pet. Reply at 9; Mowry Suppl. ¶¶ 5-23; POR 53; PO Sur-Reply at 8; Glines at 7:1-13.

Patent Owner is wrong that Glines’s local DNS resolver 18 is just a cache and plays “no role in resolving a hostname to an anycast address.”
Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”

Glines:

Mowry Suppl. ¶ 18; Mowry ¶¶ 36-40.
“[c]aching can occur at every level in the DNS hierarchy, so it was typical for the ISP DNS server to first check locally . . . the ISP DNS server would 

[then] query an authoritative DNS server for the requested content.”
Glines at 7:1-13.

*      *      *
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12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet. 21-22; PO Sur-Reply at 5-6.

Petitioner’s argument is not “new”:
Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”

Pet. 21-22.

*      *      *
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Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”Glines Satisfies “causing … to be resolved”

13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 20-22, 17; Pet. Reply, 2-11; Glines at 7:1-7, 9:9-15, 11:24-28, 13:24-14:25, Figs. 1, 2; Mowry ¶¶ 141-156; Mowry Supp. ¶¶ 5-23.

Glines

Glines at 7:1-7.
Glines at Fig. 1 (excerpted, annotated).Glines at 14:8-12.

Glines at 14:17-18.

Glines’s local resolver 18 discloses the “causing … to be resolved”: 
Glines at 13:21-27.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA would have combined 
Glines + Gupta

“B” Grounds, all claims
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15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 14-16, 23-25, 39-41; Mowry ¶¶ 109-118, 164-169, 264-267; Pet. Reply 11-13, 17-18, 24-28.

A POSITA Would Have Combined Glines + GuptaA POSITA Would Have Combined Glines + Gupta

To the extent needed, Gupta provides implementation details to 
Glines that satisfy:
– “(ISP) DNS server” (claims 1, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23)
– “plurality of content servers” (claim 1)
– “plurality of content providers” (claims 13, 18, 22, and 23).

Glines at Fig. 1.

Glines:
Gupta: Gupta:

Gupta:
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16DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 7-8, 14-16; Gupta at 4:45-67, 5:16-53, 6:10-21, 10:4-22, Fig. 1; Mowry ¶¶ 68-74, 109-118; DI 21-24.

A POSITA would have implemented Glines based on Gupta’s 
multiple webcache servers
A POSITA would have implemented Glines based on Gupta’s 
multiple webcache servers

Glines:
Gupta:

Mowry ¶¶ 112-114.

“a plurality of content servers” associated with “each” CDN DNS server
Glines at Fig. 1.

Gupta at Fig. 1.

Petitioner cited evidence and explained why: 
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17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 40-41; Gupta at 7:8-20, 8:53-59, Fig. 1; Mowry ¶¶ 264-267. 

A POSITA would have implemented Glines based on Gupta’s 
multiple “customer” content sources
A POSITA would have implemented Glines based on Gupta’s 
multiple “customer” content sources

Glines at Fig. 1.

Glines:
Gupta:

Gupta at Fig. 1.

“a plurality of content 
providers” Mowry ¶ 267.

Petitioner cited evidence and explained why: 

“[t]his asserted advantage is supported in the record, and by Petitioner’s reasoned explanation.”
DI 23.
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18DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 7-8, 23-25; Gupta at 5:65-6:9, 4:45-53, Fig. 1; Mowry ¶¶ 164-169 (citing EX-1011, 128; EX-1013, 5:35-54). 

A POSITA would have implemented Glines based on Gupta’s 
ISP 60/client DNS server 170
A POSITA would have implemented Glines based on Gupta’s 
ISP 60/client DNS server 170

Mowry ¶¶ 167-169.

Glines:

Gupta:

“Internet Service Provider 
(ISP) DNS server”Combination would have “caus[ed] 

… resolution” to anycast address based on Glines’s teachings.

Glines at Fig. 1.
Gupta at Fig. 1.

Petitioner cited evidence and explained why: 
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19DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. Reply at 11-13, 24-28; POR 27-29, 47-55; PO Sur-Reply at 4, 9-10, 23-26.

A POSITA Would Have Combined Glines + GuptaA POSITA Would Have Combined Glines + Gupta

“Where, as here, the grounds for obviousness are based on a specific combination of references, arguments that attack the disclosures of the two references individually lack merit.”
Palo Alto Networks, Inc. v. Centripetal Networks, LLC, 122 F.4th 1378, 1386 (Fed. Cir. 2024) (citation and internal quotes omitted).

Petition articulated reasons to combine each feature. 
Glines and Gupta are not “incompatible” or “vastly disparate.”
Use of anycast addressing remains in the combination.

Page 19 of 39



20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE EX-1007 at 330-331; POR 50-55; Pet. Reply 25-26. 

A POSITA Would Have Combined Glines + GuptaA POSITA Would Have Combined Glines + Gupta

’112 prosecution history (EX-1007) at 331.

Applicant: McCanne did not perform the initial “causing” resolution by an ISP DNS server:

PO’s “hindsight” argument is limited to the “(ISP) DNS server,” which Glines teaches.Regardless, no “hindsight” in combination with Gupta.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Glines renders obvious:

“first” and “second” requests for content

Claim 23

21Page 21 of 39



Independent Claim 23Independent Claim 23

22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 23:
• two “requests” for content
• content “associated with” two “content providers”
• both requests include the “first hostname”

Pet., xiv; Ex. 1001, 12:24-49.
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23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 54-47; Pet. Reply, 18-22; Glines, 6:23-7:24, 13:15-15:10, Figs. 1, 2; Mowry ¶¶ 437-474.

A POSITA would have understood Glines renders this use-case obvious:
Glines Renders Obvious Claim 23’s Two RequestsGlines Renders Obvious Claim 23’s Two Requests

Glines

Glines at 6:13-27.

Glines at Fig. 2.

Glines at 9:16-21.

“nothing more than applying the art in understood ways to resolve 
particular content” and “would have required no modification of Glines or Gupta to implement”Mowry ¶¶ 451, 464.
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24DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 54-57; Pet. Reply, 18-22; Glines, 6:23-7:24, 13:15-15:10, Figs. 1, 2; Mowry ¶¶ 437-474; EX-1024; EX-1025.

Glines Renders Obvious Claim 23’s Two RequestsGlines Renders Obvious Claim 23’s Two Requests

includes “first hostname”:http://dailynews.yahoo.com:

includes “first hostname”:http://dailynews.yahoo.com/h/nm/20010201/ts/congress_Ashcroft_dc_71.html

content “associated with” 
Yahoo! News: 

“second request”: EX-1024.

EX-1025.

“first request”:

content “associated with”
Reuters: 
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25DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Pet. 54-58 (citing EX-1024; EX-1025); Pet. Reply, 18-22; Glines, 11:24-28, 13:24-14:12, Figs. 1, 2; Mowry ¶¶ 437-474; Mowry Suppl. ¶¶ 29-34 (citing EX-1042; EX-1046; EX-1044).

Glines Renders Obvious Claim 23’s Two RequestsGlines Renders Obvious Claim 23’s Two Requests

Mowry ¶ 449 (citing Ex-1024; EX-1025).

Mowry Supp. ¶¶ 30-31.

EX-1044 (“Nazem”) at Fig. 5A.

Evidence supports a POSITA’s understanding in view of Glines:
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26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 54-58; Pet. Reply, 18-22; Glines, 11:24-28, 13:24-14:12, Figs. 1, 2; Mowry ¶¶ 437-474; Mowry Suppl. ¶¶ 29-34.

Glines Renders Obvious Claim 23’s Two RequestsGlines Renders Obvious Claim 23’s Two Requests

Director’s July 31, 2025 Memorandum (EX2023 at 1-2).
Any differences between the claim and prior art amounts to nothing more than “the predictable use of prior art elements according to their established functions.”

KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 401 (2007).

No missing element in Petition, no improper use of expert testimony: 
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Glines and/or Colby satisfies:

“at least one switch”

Claims 11, 13, 18, 19, 21, & 22
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28DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 38-39; Pet. Reply, 22-24; Glines at 18:20-19:22, 15:26-16:2, Fig. 1; Mowry ¶¶ 240-253 (citing EX-1006; EX-1016; EX-1017; EX-1026); POR 44.

Glines’s layer 4 switch is a “switch” that “selects” a content server:

Glines Discloses the “at least one switch”Glines Discloses the “at least one switch”

Glines at 18:20-19:22, Fig. 1.
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29DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 38-39; Pet. Reply, 22-24; Glines at 18:20-19:16, 15:26-16:2, Fig. 1; Mowry ¶¶ 240-253 (citing EX-1006; EX-1016; EX-1017; EX-1026); DI 17.

Glines teaches alternative methods for load balancing, including one using a layer 4 switch:
Glines Discloses the “at least one switch”Glines Discloses the “at least one switch”

DI 17.
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30DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 68-80; Pet. Reply, 22-23; Colby at Abstract, 5:23-6:67, 20:1-33, Fig. 1; Mowry ¶¶ 562-652.

Patent Owner does not dispute Colby’s “content-aware flow switch” discloses the claimed switch:
Colby Discloses the “at least one switch”Colby Discloses the “at least one switch”

Colby:

Patent Owner only asserts that Glines’s load balancing techniques “do not require the use of an additional switch.”
EX-1006 (“Colby”) at Fig. 1.

PO Sur-Reply 46.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Glines & Glines-Gupta satisfy:

“a plurality of content providers”

Claims 13, 18, 22, and 23
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Gupta at 8:53-59
32DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 40-41; Gupta at 7:8-20, 8:53-59, Fig. 1; Mowry ¶¶ 264-267.

Glines-Gupta Satisfies “a plurality of content providers”Glines-Gupta Satisfies “a plurality of content providers”

Gupta’s “customers” discloses “a plurality of content providers.”

Gupta at 7:8-20.

Gupta:

Patent Owner does not dispute the teachings of Gupta.
Glines at Fig. 1.

Glines:
Gupta:

Gupta at Fig. 1.
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33DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet. 39-40, 53, 54; Pet. Reply 13-17; POR 37-38.

Glines Satisfies “a plurality of content providers”Glines Satisfies “a plurality of content providers”

Glines alone additionally renders this feature obvious:

[13p]:

Petition:

Glines’s “www.example.com” renders obvious delivering content on behalf of one or more content providers.
Adding origin servers and content providers to Glines’s system would have been obvious. 
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34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 39-40; Pet. Reply at 13-17; Glines at 6:11-7:13, 12:11-22, 13:11-14:3; Mowry ¶ 262; Mowry Suppl. ¶¶ 24-28.

Glines Satisfies “a plurality of content providers”Glines Satisfies “a plurality of content providers”

Glines at Fig. 1.Glines at 6:13-27.

*      *      *

Glines: 

Glines’s “www.example.com” renders obvious delivering content on behalf of one or more content providers
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35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE Pet. 40 (citing Mowry ¶ 263); Pet. Reply 15-17

Glines Satisfies “a plurality of content providers”Glines Satisfies “a plurality of content providers”

“The missing claim limitation … involves repetition of an existing element … until success is achieved.”
B/E Aerospace, Inc. v. C&D Zodiac, Inc., 962 F.3d 1373, 1380-81 (Fed. Cir. 2020).

Nothing more than replicating origin server 40 and storing content in content servers 50, as Glines already teaches.
Expected results: “enabl[ing] Glines’s system to support more (and different) content to fulfill user requests.”
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Gupta and/or Chiou satisfies:

“valid version of the content”

Claims 7, 19
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Exemplary Claim 19: “valid version”Exemplary Claim 19: “valid version”

37
Pet., xii; Ex. 1001, 11:3-30.DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

*      *      *

element [19g]
element [19h]
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38DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 33-37, 50-51; Gupta at 5:16-40, 13:23-30, Fig. 4; Mowry ¶¶ 223-232, 362-386.

Gupta Satisfies “valid version”Gupta Satisfies “valid version”

Gupta at 5:16-22.

Patent Owner does not dispute Gupta’s teachings or the specific reasons to combine with Glines.

“this would have improved content distribution across Glines’s system and improve future service of that content” by  “add[ing] otherwise missing 
content to that content server for future requests.”Mowry ¶¶ 229-232.
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39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPet. 33-37, 61-68; Chiou at 11:33-51, 12:52-13:40, Fig. 4; Mowry ¶¶ 499-561.

Chiou Satisfies “valid version”Chiou Satisfies “valid version”

EX-1005 (“Chiou”) at 12:52-13:40.

Chiou at 12:52-13:40.

Patent Owner does not dispute Chiou’s teachings or reasons for combining Chiou.

“using timing techniques such as Chiou’s (e.g., TTL) and determining whether content is valid based on a time limit would have been a simple implementation that reduces the need for content 
management across Glines’s system”Mowry ¶¶ 511-513.
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